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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

Responsive to Request for Continued Examination (RCE) received January 17, 2006. Claims 1 and 21 
have been amended. Claims 23-26 are new. Claims 1-26 are now presented for further examination. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1. The folio wing is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making and 
using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or 
with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the 
inventor of carrying out his invention. 

2. Claims 1-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter, which was not described in the 
specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), 
at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. Independent claim 1 now 
contains newly added limitation ''wherein each of the at least two fixed length filters has an offset value 
corresponding to one of the at least two clusters '\ No support for this claimed hmitation has been found 
in the Applicant's specification. In the remarks, the Applicant points to page 7, paragraph 28 of the 
specification for support, which recites: 

FIG. 6 illustrates a method that may be implemented by cluster mapping 
module 204 to generate a cluster map, in accordance with an embodiment of the 
invention. The filter module filters clusters of data found in a packet of 
data. First, in step 602, the identification of at least two clusters of 
discrete sections of data is received. Client system 202 may transmit the 
identification of clusters to cluster mapping module 204. Next, in step 604, 
individual fixed length filters are selected. The selection may be based on 
factors such as the sizes and locations of the clusters. In step 606, the 
offset values are selected Offset values have been described above and may be 
selected so that filter resources are optimized The offset values imy he 
selected to correspond to the besinnins of the clusters of discrete sections of 
data For example, if a cluster of data consists of sections 108 and 1 10 of 
packet 100 (shown) in FIG. I , an offset value of 24 bits may be selected to 
prevent filtering unneeded bits. 
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The closest support for the newly added limitation appears to be the highlighted portion above. 
However, this is insufficient support for the newly added limitation ''wherein each of the at least two 
fixed length filters has an offset value corresponding to one of the at least two clusters '\ which differs 
from the above paragraph which teaches that the offset values may be selected to correspond to "^ Uhe 
beginning of the clusters of discrete sections of data" 

3. Claims 2-1 1 depend on the above rejected claim 1, therefore are rejected under the same 
rationale. 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter, which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claim 1-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "the at least two fixed length filters" in line 7. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 5, the limitation "an offset value" is indefinite because it's not clear whether the term is 
referring to an offset value previously introduced in claim 1 or a new "offset value" different than that of 
claim 1. The use of this indefinite term has therefore rendered the claim indefinite. Clarification is 
respectfully requested. 

Claims 2-1 1 depend on the above rejected claim 1, therefore these claims are rejected under the 
same rationale. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis 
for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
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A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this countr>', more than one year prior to the date of appUcation for patent in the United States. 

7. Claims 1-9, 1 1-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Lakshman et al. 
U.S. Patent No. 5,95 1,65 1 ; hereinafter Lakshman). 

8. As per claims 1, 7-8, 12, and 18, Lakshman discloses a device for filtering data, wherein the data 
is formatted in a packet having discrete segments, the device comprising: 

a mapping module (router) that contains control logic for performing steps comprising: 

(a) receiving the identification of at least two clusters of the discrete segments of data (packets 
contain segments of data see fig. 1) (col. 4, lines 48-54); and 

(b) selecting at least two of a plurality of fixed length filters to filter the at least two clusters (col. 
4, lines 54-55 see also col. 5, lines 7-16) wherein each of the at least two fixed length filters has an offset 
value corresponding to one of the at least two clusters (column 4, lines 28-47, column 3, lines 30-56, 
column 5, lines 25-28). 

9. As per claim 2, Lakshman discloses that the plurality of fixed length filters have a common 
length (col. 4, lines 30-33). 

10. As per claim. 3, Lakshman discloses that each of the plurality of fixed length filters is 2 bytes 
(fig. 5, 75b). 

11. As per claim 4, Lakshman discloses that the plurality of fixed length filters is configured so that 
each of the plurality of fixed length filters has an offset value corresponding to one of the discrete 
segments of the packet (col. 4, lines 41-44). 

12. As per claim 5, Lakshman discloses that at least one of the plurality of fixed length filters has an 
offset value of 0 (col. 4, lines 33-34). 



Application/Control Number: 10/027,048 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2152 

13. As per claims 6 and 17, Lakshman discloses that a first one of the at least two clusters of data is 
formatted in accordance with a first protocol and a second one of the at least two clusters of data is 
formatted in accordance with a second protocol different than the first protocol (col. 2, Hnes 23-34). 

14. As per claim 9, Lakshman discloses receiving an identification of a protocol of the data and a 
value (col. 6, lines 34-40). 

15. As per claim 11, Lakshman discloses that the mapping module contains fiirther control logic for 
performing the steps of mapping the identification of the protocol of the data and the value to the at least 
two clusters of the discrete segments of data (col. 6, lines 42-5 1) . 

16. As per claims 13-14 and 19-20, Lakshman discloses the steps of generating a filter mask that 
identifies segments of the at least two of a plurality of fixed length filters (col. 4, lines 55-66) and 
providing the filter values (col. 4, lines 66-67 through col. 5, lines 1-3). 

17. As per claims 1 5 and 2 1 , Lakshman discloses the method fiirther comprising the step of: 
generating at least one rule for combining data filtered by at least two of a plurality of fixed length filters 
(col. 7, Imes 1-17). 

18. As per claims 16 and 22, Lakshman discloses the method comprising the step of: selecting offset 
values for the at least two of the plurality of fixed length filters (col. 5, lines 25-28). 

19. As per claim 23, this claim contains similar limitations as claims 1 and 12 above, therefore are 
rejected under the same rationale. 

20. As per claim 24, Lakshman teach the cluster map includes the offset of the first and second fixed 
length filters (column 4, lines 28-47, column 3, hnes 30-56). 

21. As per claims 25 and 26, Lakshman teach none or all of the pliuality of fixed filters overlap 
(column 4, lines 1-3). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

22. The foUowng is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill 
in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

23. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lakshman et al. U.S. 
Patent No. 5,951,651; hereinafter Lakshman). 

As per claim 10, Lakshman teaches that the value comprises an IP address (column 3, line 24-30) 
but fail to teach the use of DVB-T protocol. 

However, it would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
Applicants' invention to use DVB-T protocol in Lakshman's method because doing so would allow for 
the efficient routing of quality audio and video data by filtering Digital Video Broadcasting data using a 
plurality of filters. 

Response to Arguments 

24. Apphcant's arguments filed June 7, 2005 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

• In the remarks, the Apphcant argues in substance that: 

a. Office Action admits that Lakshman is silent on the notion of fixed length filters; 

b. Lakshman fails to teach wherein each of the at least two fixed length filters has an offset 
value corresponding to one of the at least two clusters. 

• In response to argument: 

a. Examiner respectfully disagrees. The Applicant is incorrectly stating the Office's position 
on this issue. In the previously mailed action, the Examiner stated that although Lakshman does 
not explicitly use the word fixed, Lakshman does teach that filters have rules in which a specific 
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range can be specified (see column 3, lines 35-56, column 2, lines 22-38). Lakshman does teach 
the claimed fixed length filters and therefore Lakshman meets the scope of the claimed limitation. 



length filters has an offset value corresponding to one of the at least two clusters (See column 4, 
lines 28-47, column 3, lines 30-56, column 5, lines 25-28). 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Ramsey Refai whose telephone number is (571) 272-3975. The examiner can normally be 
reached on M-F 8:30 - 5:00 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit can be reached on (571) 272-3913. The fax phone number for the organization 
where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained 
from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-firee). 



b. 



Examiner respectfiilly disagrees. Lakshman teach that each of the at least two fixed 



Conclusion 
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